Amendment Under Rule 111 
Appl. No. 10/677,327 

AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAWINGS 

The attached two sheets of drawings include the following changes: 
In Fig. 1, the sectional line "1A-1A" is added. 
New Fig. 1A is added. 

In Fig. 4, reference numeral "54" is deleted in favor of "52". 
Attachments: Two Replacement Sheets of Drawings 
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Amendment Under Rule 111 
Appl. No. 10/677,327 

REMARKS 

Claims 1-10 are all of the pending claims. By virtue of this Amendment, 
Applicants add new claim 10. Claims 1, 5 and 10 are written in independent 
form. 

I. Drawings: 

The Examiner objects to the drawings for failing to show numerous 
features of the invention specified in the claims. Applicants traverse in part and 
amend in part. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the connecting wire, the case, and the 
four connecting terminals are shown in the figures of the application. For 
example, and with reference to the non-limiting embodiment illustrated in Fig. 1, 
the connecting wire 5 extends between the normally closed contact 33 of the first 
block 3 and the movable contact 41 of the second block 4. Fig. 1 also illustrates 
the case 2. Turning to Fig. 3, which illustrates another example, non-limiting 
embodiment of the invention, the first, the second, the third and the fourth 
connecting terminals are respectively designated with reference numerals 6, 7, 8 
and 15. Accordingly, at least with respect to the above features, Applicants 
respectfully request the Examiner to reconsider and withdraw the raised drawing 
objections. 

Turning to the next point, and as a path of least resistance, Applicants add 
new Fig. 1A to illustrate an example of the connecting wire 5 being embedded in 
the insulating material of the case 2. Applicants respectfully submit that new 
Fig. 1 A does not raise any new matter issues since it merely conforms one 
portion of the application (i.e., the figures) to another portion thereof (i.e., the 
claims). 
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Although not objected to, Applicants revise Fig. 4 by deleting reference 
numeral 54 in favor of 52. This change is necessary to be consistent with the 
remainder of the specification. 

Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to acknowledge receipt and 
indicate approval of Replacement Figures 1 and 4 and New Fig. 1 A. 

II. The Specification: 

Applicants appropriately amend the specification to refer to new Fig. 1A. 

III. Claim Rejections on Prior Art Grounds: 

The Examiner rejects claims L 2 and 5-7 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
obvious over Applicants' admitted prior art shown in Fig. 5 in view of US 
4,959,627 to Iizumi et al. ("Iizumi"); claims 3, 4, 8 and 9 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being obvious over Applicants' admitted prior art, in view of Iizumi, and 
further in view of US 4,924,197 to Siepmann ("Siepmann"). Applicants 
respectfully traverse all of these rejections in view of the following remarks. 

A. Independent Claim 1: 

Independent claim 1 recites (among other things) that the normally 
closed contact of the first electromagnetic block is electrically connected to the 
movable contact of the second electromagnetic block "within the case." That is, 
the electrical connection between the two contacts is provided within the case. 
An exemplary, non-limiting embodiment of this feature is depicted in Fig. 1 . 
Here, the normally closed contact 33 of the first electromagnetic block 3 is 
connected to the movable contact 41 of the second electromagnetic block 4 by a 
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connecting wire 5. 1 The connecting wire 5 is within the case 2. 2 At least the 
"connection" feature (as recited in independent claim 1), in combination with 
the other features recited in independent claim 1 , is not taught or suggested by 
the prior art relied upon by the Examiner. 

In rejecting claim 1, the Examiner relies on the prior art device depicted 
in Fig. 5 of the instant application to teach most of the features of the claimed 
invention, except for the first and the second electromagnetic blocks being 
within a common case. Thus, the Examiner looks to the secondary reference of 
Iizumi to allegedly teach this feature. This rejection position is not convincing 
for at least the following reasons. 

As a preliminary matter, Applicants note that Fig. 5 of the instant 
application is based upon the disclosure of JP 2003-59383, which corresponds 
to US 6,621,394 to Ono et al. ("Ono"). Thus, for convenience, Applicants' 
remarks concerning Fig. 5 of the instant application refer to the Ono reference. 
A courtesy copy of the Ono reference is enclosed for the Examiner's 
convenience. 

i) The Rejection Is Incorrect On Its Face: 

Applicants respectfully submit that the alleged modification is incorrect 
on its face. This is because the primary reference to Ono indicates that two 
electromagnetic blocks may be provided in a single case. Indeed, as clearly 
shown in Fig. 1 of Ono, the disclosed apparatus includes a main body A and a 
cover B. The main body A includes two electromagnetic blocks 1,1. And the 
cover B covers the main body A. 3 This is also consistent with page 1 (third full 
paragraph) of the instant specification, which refers to Fig. 5. Simply put, 


1 Spec, page 5, first full paragraph. 

2 Id. 

3 Ono, col. 4, lines 46-54. 
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there would be no need to modify a primary reference by incorporating an 
element that is already present. 

ii) Ono Is Not Pertinent: 

Notwithstanding Ono's disclosure of a single case, the reference is not 
pertinent to the claimed invention. Specifically, Ono does not teach or suggest 
that an electrical connection between the two electromagnetic blocks 1 , 1 is 
provided within the case. In fact, just the opposite is true. According to Ono's 
straightforward and explicit disclosure, each electromagnetic block is 
individually provided with contacts that are "connectable to external wiring." 4 

Hi) Ono Teaches Away From The Claimed Invention: 

Applicants respectfully submit that Ono contains straightforward 
teachings that would have led those skilled in the art directly away from the 
claimed invention. Specifically, Ono provides a laundry list of advantages 
associated with external wirings. This list includes, among other things, (1) 
preventing vibrations due to the movement of a moving contact from directly 
reaching other contacts, and (2) preventing the concentration of exothermic 
heat evolved from passing current. 5 

If Ono were modified to include an electrical connection between a 
contact of the first electromagnetic block and a contact of the second 
electromagnetic block with the case, then the desirable characteristics of the 
apparatus would be adversely affected (if not altogether defeated). Namely, 
such an electrical connection (if implemented) would necessarily propagate 
vibrations from one contact to the other. Further, heat generated in the 


4 Ono, col. 7, lines 5-10. 

5 Ono, col. 7, lines 5-19. 
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implemented electrical connection would necessarily concentrate within the 
common case. 

iv) The Articulated Motivation Is In Error: 

The Examiner reasons that it would have been obvious to modify the 
primary reference by implementing a unitary case for the purpose of 
"facilitating connection of the relay." However, as noted above, Ono's 
apparatus already includes a unitary case that facilitates connection of the 
relay assembly. The Examiner's attention is respectfully directed to column 6 
(lines 20+) of Ono, which discusses advantageous assembly features associated 
with the disclosed device. 

In short, Applicants submit that those skilled in the art would not have 
been motivated to implement the alleged modification because the primary 
reference already teaches a common case in which multiple electromagnetic 
blocks are provided. 

B. Independent Claims 5 and 10: 

Independent claims 5 and 10 recite (among other things) that a contact 
of one electromagnetic block is electrically connected to the contact of another 
electromagnetic block by a wire "within the case." Accordingly, independent 
claims 5 and 10 are believed to be patentable for reasons analogous to those 
noted above with respect to independent claim 1 . 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the above amendments and remarks, reconsideration and 
allowance of each of claims 1-10 is earnestly solicited. 
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Should there be any matters that need to be resolved in the present 
application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the undersigned 
at the telephone number below. 

If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, 
and future replies, to charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit 
Account No. 08-0750 for any additional fees required under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.16 
or 1.17; particularly, extension of time fees. 


Respectfully submitted, 

HARNESS, DICKEY & PIERCE, P.L.C. 



Reg. No. 41,060 
P.O. Box 8910 


HRH:ewd 


Reston, VA 20195 
(703) 668-8000 
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